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The Aim of This Publication

Small Learning Communities: Implementing and DeamgeRracticebrings togethea
knowledge base, tools, and resources for implemgmind deepening small learning
community practice. Its aim is to provide guidat@achool staff and stakeholders in the
demanding work of transforming 20th century compredive high schools into 21st
century learning organizations.

All high school staff members have an interestiprioving their practice. They want what
is best for their students. They may envision agldmall learning communities to their
current offerings but not see the neetrémsform their school. However, the research
base and professional consensus on which thisgatioin rests provide encouragement for
improvement through transformation. Research points out the failure of efforts tdtgra
small learning communities onto traditional highaal structures. In response, many
small schools networks, as their names suggest, $aving up to support school staff
members who circumvent existing school structuresdevelop autonomous small
schools.

SLCs: Implementing and Deepening Pracigédesigned to support well-planned,
schoolwide reorganization into small learning comitias. This guide offers five domains
of research-based SLC practice and a cyclical ggoéimprovement as a framework for
organizing staff members’ efforts to:

» rethink their current practice

» develop new structures and routines

» sustain long-term efforts to implement fully furasting and effective learning

communities



1.
Small Learning Communities:
The State of the Art

What's in a Name?

The term applied to the practice of organizing reéghools into smaller units has undergone
many changes over the last four decades. Houseschndls-within-schools came on the scene
beginning in the 1960s; magnet programs, careeateaci&s, and mini-schools in the 1970s;
charters in the late 1980s and 1990s; and finatiglislearning communities today. The
evolution in terms is significant. It parallels @opment in our thinking about the crucial
ingredients of effective education. The earliem&emphasized small structure and curricular
specialization and choice: both crucial to improteaching, yet not the complete story. Small
learning community, in contrast, encompasses taleseents and more: a focus on the learner
and learning, and in particular, the active andabarative nature of teachers’ and students’
work.

Concurrent with the reorganization of comprehenkigh schools into small learning
communities are initiatives to create new smalbsttt The small schools networks emphasize
the importance of autonomy and flexibility in fuimeting within large, rigid educational
bureaucracies (Cotton, 2001). The small schoolsemawnt, however, also speaks to student-
centered curriculum and instruction and collaboraamong all members of the community
(Fine & Somerville, 1998; Wasley, et al., 2000)sBarch and experience have led advocates of
small learning communities and small schools tbarexd, basic notion of small unit schooling:

An interdisciplinary team of teachers shares a fewundred or fewer students
in common for instruction, assumes responsibilitydr their educational
progress across years of school, and exercises nmaxim flexibility to act on
knowledge of students’ needs.

The term small learning communities is used heitsigeneric sense. It refers to all school
redesign efforts intended to create smaller, meaening-centered units of organization
including small schools and career academies.

Professional consensugdust as small learning community research aactioe have evolved so
has professional consensus on secondary schoasliged®olicy guidelines for middle schools
began to incorporate recommendations for creatimgldearning communities in the 1980s and
‘90s and have sustained these guidelines to tteeptdhis We Believahe National Middle
School Association’s statement of their positioreffiective middle level school practice (1982;
1995; 2003), has long advocated teacher teamsrgadiration of large middle schools into
small learning communities: Their most recent posipaper states: “The interdisciplinary team
... working with a common group of students is ttgnature component of high-performing
schools, literally the heart of the school from evhother desirable programs and experiences
evolve (2003, p. 29).”
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Breaking Ranksa publication of the National Association of Sedary School Principals, called
for the creation of “small units in which anonymisybanished” in 1996 (p. 43reaking Ranks

Il identifies seven cornerstone strategies for imipgpgtudent performance, one of which is to:
“Increase the quantity and improve the qualityméractions between students, teachers, and
other school personnel by reducing the numberuafestts for which any adult or group of adults
is responsible (2004, p. 6).” The other corners&irgegies complement this reduction in the
scale of schooling by establishing “tegsentialearnings a student is required to master” and by
implementing “scheduleffexible enough to accommodate teaching strategies comisvgith the
ways student learn most effectively (p. 6).” Takegether, the strategies describe a form of
school organization that diverges sharply fromtthditional, comprehensive high school.

Five Domains of SLC Best Practices

In New Small Learning Communiti€Z001), Cotton identified the following five keyeghents
of successful SLCs:

Self-determination—Autonomy in decisionmaking, physical separatenssi§,selection
of teachers and students, and flexible scheduliagt@mll be present to allow small
learning community members to create and realige tiwn vision.

Identity— Small learning communities profit from developingdiatinctive program of
study that originates in the vision, interests, angjue characteristics of their members.

Personalization—Small learning community members know each othék Weachers
are able to identify and respond to students’ paldr strengths and needs.

Support for Teaching—SLC teachers assume authority as well as respétysibi
educating their students. School leadership doessale only in the administrative
staff; administrators teach, and teachers lead.

Functional Accountability—SLC teams use performance assessment systems that
require students to demonstrate their learningth@®LC to demonstrate its success.

This publication draws on research and practiceuactcto date to identify on-the-ground
strategies that realize the five SLC elements desgrabove. The knowledge base encompasses
research on a variety of approaches to small ugérozation: small schools and career
academies; small learning communities; housessahdols-within-schools, which tend to be
organized around curriculum themes. In order tmtarSLC strategy a best practice, at least two
research studies had to identify it as a featui®lL@fs found to have positive effects on student
achievement. In sum, this body of research helpeshswer the question “What constitutes
optimal small learning community practice?”

The best practices are organized into five are&l@f operation to facilitate comprehensive
planning of small learning communities. The fiverdons of SLC practice do not comprise a
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particular SLC model. Rather the domains represgatdependent spheres of activities and
capture key dimensions of effective SLCs.

The tree image shown in Figure 1 illustrates thtenesof the relationships among the five
domains. The structural supports for a tree’s fmiare its branches. In SLCs, teaching and
learning teams—the interdisciplinary teams of teastand the students they instruct—are the
basic structural supports for SLC work that resultstudent learning. Each branch supports
three clusters of leaves, the oxygen-generatingei¢ of the tree. One leaf cluster includes
rigorous, relevant curriculum and instruction piaes; a second leaf cluster encompasses
inclusive program practices; and a third, contirsiptogram improvement strategies. The
branches stem from the tree trunk, the structugapasrt for the entire tree. In like fashion, SLCs
depend on school/building and district-level p@g&and practices to support their growth and
sustain their operation.

Each domain—and set of SLC practices belonging+t@re described briefly below and in
greater detail in separate sections of this putdtinaThe effectiveness and implementation of
particular practices depend on the implementatfastieers, and it is their combined action that
mostly likely produces a meaningful impact. Consedly, as the tree image suggests, it is
important to consider the five areas and the inldial practices as pieces of a larger whole.

Interdisciplinary Teaching and Learning Teams

The branches

SLC practice begins with interdisciplinary teacharg learning teams: the fundamental
building blocks of 21st century schooling. Succelstfams occupy the center of not only
teaching and learning, but also program improveraéntts and school and district-level
policymaking. Teachers organize themselves intrdisciplinary teams. They also
organize around the students the team shares imoaniTeam members share time to
collaborate on program design, lead learning autiyi and troubleshoot students’
progress over multiple years of study.

The student group is kept small by design, neveeeding more than a few hundred
members. Students come to know each other andi#iaginers well. That is because SLC
teams organize instruction to gain more instrueticime with fewer students and SLC
teams stay with students for more than a year.

Rigorous, Relevant Curriculum and Instruction
First leaf cluster

Teaching and learning teams position teachersrto foeaningful relationships with
students as well as facilitate a more authentitveform of student learning. Without
the considerable autonomy and flexibility that teag and learning teams bestow, it is
extremely difficult for teachers to design studeotk that is both challenging and
personally meaningful to students.
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Figure 1:Five Domains of SLC Practice

building and
district support
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With a large block of time, the interdisciplinasaim can organize fieldwork, involve
community partners, and allow students to go whieea questions lead them. Teams
can integrate discipline-based content in learaictyities to create program coherence,
opportunities for learning content in different texts, and connection to real world
issues.

Inclusive Program and Practices
Second leaf cluster

Small learning community practice offers a studsgritered approach to reducing the
achievement gap that exists among students ofreliffeeducational, cultural, and social
class backgrounds. In successful SLCs, studentssehto enter a particular SLC on the
basis of their curricular interests and irrespext¥their history of achievement. SLC
teams include educational specialists, collaboséte students’ parents, use time and
resources flexibly, and tailor instruction to mabtstudents’ needs for mastering
challenging curricula.

Ineffective SLCs replicate or even exacerbate ixjshequities in educational
opportunities. Regional educational laboratoryfstedmbers who monitor
implementation of federally funded SLC projectsriduihat schools often form SLCs
around existing honors and Advanced Placement esdos high achieving students and
programs for at-risk students. They seldom inclsglecial education students in SLC
classes. For this reason, implementation of ineISLC programs and practices
demands special attention.

Continuous Program Improvement
Third leaf cluster

Integral to SLC teaching and learning is the intaiglinary team members’ inquiry into
the effectiveness of their practices. Descriptiohesearch-based practices are
abstractions of the activities and routines thairte and students actually follow in schools.
The actual activities reflect the unique conditiansl needs of the particular teams and
students involved. Consequently, an integral plath@work of teacher teams is

disciplined reflection on their practice to enstivat all students are learning. Teams’
reflection on practice is never-ending: implemenotabf curricula and learning activities
requires long-term refinement and adjustment aditions and needs are continually
changing. To ensure that students continue to mpedgress, SLC teams engage in a
continuous cycle of program improvement effortsarfis assess their practice by analyzing
student work and soliciting feedback from studepésents, and SLC partners.

Building/District-level Support for SLCs
The tree trunk

All of the above practices must be supported bidmg and district-level structures and

policies, which form the “tree trunk.” Building anlilstrict practices constrain what
teachers and students are able to do. For SLdsuiash, the larger school and district
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must operate in a manner that supports them. Adionechtal requirement for making the
kind of adjustments necessary to support SLCsgvidteachers and their students a
major role in decisionmaking.

Ecological Facts of SLC Implementation and Practice

Fact 1. SLC organization and curriculum and instrudion are mutually supportive
practices, dependent on one another to realize ptise effects on student learning.

Small is not enougts a refrain of small learning community initiadsr around the country (Fine
& Somerville, 1998; Wasley, et al., 2000). Smatkescreates the conditions to carry out student
work that is active and collaborative. Small sg@dt an end in itself. Teachers who lack
knowledge of and training in innovative teachinggiices may not be able to envision what
comes after creation of a small community.

The converse is also true. Innovation in curriculumad instruction alone is not sufficient to
increase student learning. As detailed in the segtion, the size of the school community,
establishing an interdisciplinary team, and prawidcommon planning time also matter.
Educators, who are otherwise enlightened abouioccdlum and instruction, may still
underestimate the importance of the structure witvhich they work (Cuban, 1993). As a result,
they overestimate the extent to which structurfrres have actually been made (Jackson,
1990).

Researchers repeatedly find that implementatigdhetructural elements of small learning
communities is incomplete (Felner, et al., 1997te®x2001). An interdisciplinary team lacks
common planning time or teaches only a few oflasges in the small learning community; a
small learning community has hundreds of studeftsrs only a few courses, or fails to admit a
mix of students. Such missing structural elemergggnt teachers from realizing the fruits of
their planned curriculum and instruction improvemsen

Significant investments of time, effort, and fundgrofessional development and curriculum
and instruction planning are needed to transformllstcommunities into smalkarning
communities. Without implementation of key SLC argational structures, these investments
are quickly dissipated. Teachers become cynichictant to try again. This is the history of
school reform that faculty members at most any Bigtool can recite.

Fact 2. Small learning community practices cannot & fully implemented unless the larger
organization also changes to accommodate the newgatices.

An inconvenient fact of small learning communitigshat they cannot be simpdylded orto the
existing school organization (Cook, 2000; OxleyQ2D The larger school structures and
operations limit small learning communities in trgays:

1. Traditional practices in place at the buildiegdl often compete with those in small
learning communities. When administrative, coumggland special education staff
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continue to operate at the school level, they camtytheir roles without the intimate
knowledge of students that small learning commusii&ff have. In turn, small
learning community staff members are unable to gaga decisionmaking and
student support that maximize their responsivetestident needs.

2. The simultaneous operation of old and new foofr&chool organization is less cost-
efficient in a time of already inadequate resourtkgler these circumstances,
fledgling small learning communities seldom recdive levels of staff, materials,
and space they require to function optimally. Gsarged to establish small learning
communities may obscure this fact, but only utid funds expire.

3. Practices that are inconsistent or contradictotly small learning community
practices communicate that small learning commuymiictices are exceptions to
more general, higher, or better “laws” governingaation. The continued existence
of older practices seems to say that small learoomgmunities constitute a remedy
only for certain students (e.g., students who anedchieving, in transition to high
school, or in the last years of high school) or that is possible only under special
budgetary conditions.

Informing Versus Prescribing SLC Practice

The five domains of research-based practices peavidre precise information about the shape
of reforms needed to establish effective smallriegy communities. They provide guidance, but
they may also seem to threaten practitioners’tspifiocal innovation.

It is important to recognize that the research-thgsactices identified here are abstractions of
the highly varied practices actually in place ia fithools studied. It seems likely that the
particularities of local practice are part of whadkes an SLC successful—building on the
school’s unigue history and character. In otherdspthe personalization and local identity of
SLC reforms may be as important to their implemigornasuccess as personalization and identity
are to students’ academic success.

This publication intends to inform school staffef to prescribe their practice. It is a resourae fo
staff members’ own informed discussions about howriprove their practice.

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice 7



2.
Cultivating Effective Small Learning Communities

The Cycle of Continuous Program Improvement: Sevebteps

Implementing effective small learning community gifee involves a cyclical process of
program improvement. All quality educational pragsarequire continual reassessment to
remain vital. Moreover, by regularly examining thgiactice, teachers model openness to
learning that is important for students to obsemeé absorb.

Program improvement cycles may be short or long@yTdan occur on a daily, weekly, quarterly,
or annual basis depending on the desired depthradith of review. Regardless, a complete
cycle involves the seven basic steps depictedgarEi2 and described below.

The tools for following the steps to improvemerd arcluded in this section and in the
Appendix. The particular tools to be used at edep are indicated in italics below. A set of
tools tailored to each domain of practice is afsmuded in this publication; go to tA@olstab at
the end of each section to find the set for thatalo.

Step 1. Take stock of existing practice

The first step in the continuous improvement cyslesflection on practice. Meaningful
reflection entails critical examination of currextivities through a team-based process of
describing practices, reviewing data on their impacd comparing them to research-based
practices.

Self-Assessment in Five Domain§he Self-Assessment in Five Domains tool (Appendix
presents research-based SLC practices along wéh tfossible ways to implement each
practice. The different versions of each practieeaarayed on a five-point scale to indicate their
likely impact on students: low, intermediate, aighh

The tool asks staff tdescribe existing practice using evidence gatherdécbm those involved,
and then rate its likely impact on the five-point sale Development of a thorough
description—containing information such as numbet gypes of students and staff involved,
duration and sequence of activities; and mateuvis¢sl—is itself a substantive act of review and
reflection. Adequate description of some practieggiires evidence of colleagues’ and students’
perceptions of the practice. For example, onlyestislcan say whether the curriculum is
relevant to them, and only teachers can say whétlegrhave been able to use planning time as
they originally intended. Staff members often gaidifferent sense of what is taking place when
they collectively examine concrete evidence andican other colleagues’ or students’
perceptions.

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice 8



Figure 2: Continuous Improvement Cycle

1

7

Implement plan

6

Develop plan
to monitor
implementation

5

Devise
implementation plan

4

Develop consensus
for adopting strategies

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice

Take stock
of existing practice

2

Identify

gaps between
existing and
desired practice

3

Generate

and study
strategies
to adopt

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice




Even if staff members have not yet implemented Sh€sse, they most likely use practices
related to those in each of the five SLC domairds@n compare them to the latter.

Example: Staff members may currently have in place languatgsocial studies blocks.
They can compare these instructional blocks t&Ih€ practice of organizing a team of
teachers of language arts, social studies, mathseence around a shared group of
students.

Example: Staff members may have planning time but onlyiridividual teacher
preparation and academic area collaboration. Thaycompare these to the SLC practice
of providing common planning time for interdiscifdiry team members.

Step 2. Identify gaps between existing and desirgutactice

Identify Gaps between Existing and Desired Practi€escribing and rating existing practice
relative to a research-based standard helps tdydlae gap between existing and desired
practice. It also helps staff members identify wieds to be done to close the gap. [deetify
Gapstool (page 11) asks staff membersdentify what is needed beyond what is already in
placeto realize best practices in each domain.

Descriptions of each best practice may point ostadéf additional needs for improvement. The
task is to describe the needs as fully as posbkédiere beginning to identify particular programs
or techniques that might be adopted to meet thesds In this way, staff can avoid latching

onto ‘solutions’ that incompletely address the texéent of needs. For example, in order for
teachers to teach more than half their classdin §LC, a Teaching and Learning Team best
practice, they may need to teach three insteadmttasses in their SLC. But a related need may
be to increase teachers’ commitment to or appieaidbr the SLC approach and/or ability to
teach some of the content they enjoyed teachirgidmithe SLC inside it.

Step 3. Generate and study strategies to adopt

Analyze Strategies to Adodtdentifying the gaps between existing and desiredtice leads to
the next step of generating and studying one oerapproaches to closing the gap. Amalyze
Strategies to Adopbol (page 12) asks staff membergémerate specific strategiethat staff
could adopt to meet identified needs for improveimEar each strategy, staff then needs to
describe:

strengthsincluding the needs it addresses

existing school strengths or uniqueness on whithe strategy builds
resource requirements

needs for change or adjustment in other areasf school operationto
accommodate the strategy

W

Care should be taken againdescribe as fully as possible the form strategiesilistake on the
ground. Including details of students and staff involvedterials needed, and location of
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activities allows staff members to make a morerimied decision about what strategy to adopt.
The Self-Assessment in Five Domaias| and other research documents provide a geidea

of what the practice should involve, but these examare only abstractions of the specific
approaches that each school takes.

After staff members generate strategies under agptoach, they need identify the strengths
of each approach Of primary importance is whether the approach mee¢sis listed on the
Identify Gapdorm. Other strengths could include benefits &ksholders, in addition to
students, or how consistent the approach is wiibrateforms being made in the school.

Another category of strengths to consider is hasvdarticular approach builds on the existing

strengths and unique qualities of the school, idisstudents, and community. Staff members’
ability to link new strategies with the existingittity and achievements of the school ensures
that existing strengths are recognized and maiatiias well as increasing the likelihood that

staff and stakeholders will support adopted prastic

In order to consider each approach fully, staff rnera also mustentify what resources and
what changes or adjustments in other areas of thekool will be needed to adopt the
particular approach. Each set of strategies will have its own seesburce requirements
including personnel, professional development, melte and facilities. Some strategies may
also necessitate making changes in other are&g stchool’s program or operations to support
the new practice or ensure consistency. Changathar areas of operation may point to the
need for additional resources to accomplish this.

Step 4. Develop consensus for adopting strategies

After studying the strengths and implementatiorunesments of each identified set of strategies,
staff members are in a good position to make datssabout adopting a particular set.
Discussion of what is to be gained from each apgreaas well as what will be required—
should begin to clarify support for and oppositioreach approach. Further clarification, study,
and discussion may be needed before staff membareach agreement. Time devoted to
reaching agreement may be gained back through sumeessful implementation efforts. On the
other hand, postponing adoption of reforms mustéighed against the costs of student
underachievement.

Staff leaders should master consensus-buildinghtgabs as a skill integral to continuous
program improvement.

Step 5. Devise implementation plan

Implement the PlanTo guide and help sustain implementation of chadeategies, staff
members need tevelop a plan that specifies the key activities #t will take place in order

to achieve successful implementatiorThe previous analysis of the resource needs ancels
to implementation often points to actions needeslgport implementation of a given strategy.
These actions should be included in the implemiemtgaian. Details to be included on the
Implement the Platool (page 15) in an implementation plan a#o will be involved in
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activities? Who will take responsibility for seeingthey occur? When will they take place?
The plan provides a ready reference for staff mes)las well as a tool for later reflection on the
planning process.

Step 6.Develop plan to monitor implementation

Staff members need to assess on an ongoing basi$fdctiveness of their efforts to improve
practice. As part of their self-assessment, staffnimers may need to maintain records of their
own and students’ work; construct simple toolsgathering input from students and other
stakeholders; administer annual student and/ompareveys; and arrange for school records of
student characteristics, attendance, and achiewdmér disaggregated by learning community.

To sustain these data collection activities, ste#gmbers must make them a part of their regular
school routine as opposed to a special task tlratrs@t a special time outside the flow of other
school activities. District personnel and extemaluators may assist staff members in
collecting and analyzing data and in establishmgines that minimize the time and effort
needed to do so. However, it is important thaff stefmbers own these routines and can easily
accommodate them in the context of common planpergds and days.

Gauge Succes#s a guide to data collection, tBauge Succedsol (page 16) asks staff
members tadentify:

1. specific, measurable objectives of reforms
2. how objectives will be measured
3. when objectives will be measured

Written statements of objectives also provide dtalaers with a clear rationale for reforms.

Reform objectives should relate to both studenhieg and staff practice. Staff members may
also find it helpful to specify more immediate aslivas longer-range objectives of reforms.
Articulating early indicators of the success obrefis—such as whether students find learning
activities meaningful and challenging—gives staéfmbers more information about what
aspects of reform are working and what may be émfting student achievement outcomes.

Student learning remains the bottom-line indicabbwhether reforms are successful or not.
Student attendance and engagement of schoolworksiramental to learning. The summary of
research on practices identified in each SLC dordastribes relationships between practices
and outcomes. In general, rigorous, relevant auluio and instruction appear to enhance
student engagement and learning. Inclusive progeardgractices appear to do the same, as
well as narrow the learning gap among studentsfigrdnt income and ethnic groups.

For each expected outcome specified, staff mengbersld identify the measures they will use
to gauge outcomes and when data collection wiluncthis exercise helps staff members
anticipate the kinds of data they may need to cbdering the course of their work rather than at
the end. In addition, the task of identifying maasuwof outcomes forces staff members to reach
agreement about what constitutes an appropriatsuneaDiscussion of what legitimate
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measures are also helps clarify staff membersbnetabout expected outcomes and may lead to
rethinking them. Data collection activities shobklincluded in the implementation plan.

Step 7. Implement plan

Staff members implement the plan of activities aote adjustments in what was carried out by
whom and when. Staff members consult the planmelytito ensure that activities are
completed, especially tasks such as data collettimnmay get lost in the day-to-day press of
teaching.

How To Pursue Continuous Program Improvement: Working the Steps

Developing highly functioning and effective leargioommunities is difficult work that is never
finished. For that reason, it is extremely impottan staff to establish productive continuous
program improvement routines and structures. Aduesstion then is how to accommodate
continuous improvement within the press of onga@algool activities. Here are some specific
strategies to consider:

Take inventory of all existing school improvement mjects. Before school leaders begin any
continuous improvement process, they should ideatlfexisting school improvement projects,
partners, and funds. The aim of taking inventorglbéchool improvement activities is to
develop consistent objectives across projects anmtbme funds wherever possible to create and
pursue a coherent program of school improvemeate&sing overlap among projects will
greatly enhance overall progress towards schoalawgment.

During any given year schools may be involved mumber of different school improvement
activities. Different school staff members may bsigned to different projects with the

following results: staff members do not know abwht activities others are pursuing; different
groups compete for the same resources, includimgrastrative support and adequate numbers
of staff to plan and carry out work. Worst of gitpups develop programs and reforms that are at
odds with each other. For example, academic depattieaders work on implementing
standards-based reforms while SLC teams creatgrateal curricula for small learning
communities. Because no cross-collaboration octliesiseforms conflict with each other and

give the appearance of inherent incompatibilitynficting camps develop as some staff
supports one type of reform and others another.

School reform efforts often proceed along differgiminnels when, in fact, they share the same
general objectives. Staff must make a concertamiteff ensure that reform initiatives mutually
enhance one another and that each contributesdeeaiarching, shared vision of effective
schooling.

Create time to collaborate Adopt a school schedule that provides for earlgasé or late start
days on a regular basis. Planning grants compessht®| staff members for the extra time they
spend planning, but if the school schedule doesilsotaccommodate routine staff collaboration,
planning grants create an artificial set of cowais that evaporate at the end of the grant.
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Reallocate some of the existing time meted ouefmadment and full faculty meetings to small
work groups with the charge of studying and makempmmendations about school reform.
Allow them to report out to one another regulaiily @mail and in person.

Create small groups to work on different areas of eform. Whole-school reform is too large
and complex an undertaking to assign to a singlamof staff members. Consider creating a
small work group of four to six people to studyekping and implementing strategies within
each of the five domains of SLC practice. Each groauld direct its work to answering an
essential question related to its domain of SLCtre:

Interdisciplinary teaching and learning teatdsw can we maximize interdisciplinary
teams’ time, support, and flexibility to work todetr and with their students?

Rigorous, relevant curriculum and instructibtow can we make curriculum and
instruction more authentic, coherent, and challemgj to students?

Inclusive program and practicddow can we create inclusive instructional groups
based on student interest and provide adequate supior all students in these groups
to meet high standards for learning?

Continuous program improvemehthat procedures, tools, and partners do
interdisciplinary teams need to pursue continuousprovement of their SLC?

Building and district supporiVhat building and district-level policies and praces
need to be aligned and reformulated to maximize gap for the operation of SLCs?

Include diverse stakeholders as members of each ano. Study groups should be
interdisciplinary and include students, parentsmanity members, administrators, counselors,
and other school staff members. Considerationdif@rsity must not overwhelm the need to
keep groups to four to six members. Devote attartbsupporting participation of students,
parents, and community members who may find it éessvenient to attend than do school staff
members. Advance agendas, telephone/e-mail rensimdi@neeting dates, and refreshments at
meetings may strengthen attendance.

Employ group collaboration strategies designed togiimize discussion and build consensus
Numerous strategies have been developed to faeiptaductive group work. Many schools use
them routinely. They prove their worth. They makpdssible to balance leadership with broad
participation in decisionmaking, and speed andiefficy with careful, systematic study of the
issues. Some useful strategies includetidalsin this section can help the group:

» Keep on trackGroup leaders can and should assemble an agendadh meeting
beforehand but then solicit items at the meetiogifother group members. Group
members can also weigh in on how much time theyt veaspend on each item or
whether to reserve discussion of particular iteansahother meeting.
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The group may wish to have a member with good gfaattitation skills facilitate
meetings. The group facilitator functions only &ek the meeting on track and
refrains from participating in discussions.

» Build consensusGroup leaders can ask group members to indibatelevel of
agreement on issues at several points in the discuto determine whether the
group needs to discuss an issue further or is readgte.Fist-to-fivevoting (one
finger means complete agreement and five meansletermgisagreement) allows
group members to indicate how far away from agree ey are without engaging
in lengthy explanations.

» Encourage opennedsroup leaders can quickly surface members’ semtimabout
an item in question by asking all members to expvesat they’re thinking or feeling
briefly without explanation or detalil.

» Encourage thinking outside the b&roup leaders can ask members to brainstorm
ideas and solutions with the goal of generatinmasy as possible without
consideration for feasibility or acceptance. Aneyad judgment of the items can be
reserved for a later time.

Closely inspect datalt’s difficult sometimes to make sense of dataey{f may not be arranged

in an optimal form. They may not speak directlyie point, and they do not speak for
themselves. It is very important for group memterspend time closely inspecting the data
before drawing conclusions. To facilitate thorowginsideration of data, group members should
first:

1. Ask questions about the nature of the datagfample, ask how they were collected
and calculated
2. Note what they see in the data and what therdajashow

Exchange work with other groups to broaden input As pointed out in the first section of this
guide, the success of practices in one domainneaced with practices in other domains. Study
groups cannot work in isolation from one anothenfery long. At regular intervals, groups
should summarize their discussion points and cenmhs and share summaries in writing and in
person with the other groups. Each group shouliderikie other groups’ questions and
suggestions, note their input, and directly additassthe next round of work.
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3.
Interdisciplinary
Teaching and Learning Teams

|Z| Best Practices Checklist:

O SLC interdisciplinary team (or JPCTTLLT TN
teams) is organized around no more IS e '0‘
«*
than a few hundred students R
1 Take stock of existing practice
0 Interdisciplinary team remains with 7 Implement plan .
. .
students for multiple years of study _ !
4 2 Identify gaps between
: o isti d desired practi
O Teachers have more than half-time . existing an es're‘ practice
assignment to SLC 6 Develop plan to .
monitor implementation -
O Interdisciplinary team has common A 3 Generate an!study
planning time . strategies to adopt
5 Devise implementation plan :'
O Interdisciplinary team actively A
collaborates on curriculum, k. 4 Developconsensus for

L4

instruction, and student progress “*uu. ... .adopting aset of strategies

O Building space is sufficient to create
a home base for collaboration

Research and exemplary SLCs demonstrate...

...that the size of the learning community affecgiiality of students’ relationships with peers
and teachers and ultimately students’ educationétomes. In smaller schools students are more
likely to form relationships that bind them to soch@nd teachers are better able to identify and
respond to students’ needs. Small learning commesrare maximally effective when
interdisciplinary team members share students mroon and are thereby able to pool their
knowledge of students, communicate consistent gessand create coherent instructional
programs. Common planning time is essential fomeallaboration. Team collaboration
heightens teachers’ shared sense of responsibilitgtudents’ learning. Teams that instruct most
of their classes in the SLC avoid conflicts withcteing responsibilities outside the team that
might make team collaboration and the schedulingoofimon planning time difficult. Dedicated
building space also facilitates team collaboratamd in addition reinforces students’
identification with the SLC.

INANUTSHELL

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice 16



Why These Practices Are Essential

IN DETAIL

SLC interdisciplinary team (or teams) is organizacbund no more than a few
hundred students

SLC interdisciplinary teamThe central feature of a high-functioning SLGis
interdisciplinary team (or teams) of teachers wiwolknclosely together with a group of
students they share in common for instruction. ifi@whl schools organize teachers
around subject areas. SLCs organize teachers arbgst areas to create a more
student-centered form of schooling. Researchedstfiat SLC teachers enjoy greater
interdisciplinary collaboration and consensus (@x#997b) and instructional leadership,
including program coordination (Wasley, et al., @0than teachers in traditional schools.

No more than a few hundred student®ecades of research on school size provide
substantial evidence that smaller high schoolasseciated with more favorable student
outcomes than larger high schools (Cotton, 200&d@n, 1998). Smaller high schools
have unmistakably greater holding power: studergdess likely to drop out, more likely
to attend, and more likely to participate in schadivities (Lindsay, 1982; Pittman &
Haughwout, 1987). Smaller high schools experieass $tudent disorder and violence
(Garbarino, 1978; Gottfredson, 1985).

And smaller high schools—despite having a moreiotst set of curricular offerings—
are associated with greater academic achievememi€¢F & Walberg, 1991) although

the findings are more mixed. Recent more precisg¢yars has been able to tease out the
effect of size from that of other factors that vaiyh school size. This research points
out that smaller high schools are not only assediatith higher achievement but greater
equity in achievement (Lee & Smith, 1995). Thathg achievement gap usually found
among students of different ethnicities is reduoesimaller high schools.

Exactlyhow smallshould a small learning community be? This is obsily one of the
central questions in establishing small learningiemnities. One study of high
schools—not small learning communities—suggestsalsize of 600 is an appropriate
target (Lee & Smith, 1997). But this finding pensito schools with traditional
curriculum and instruction organization. It is alsoonsistent with a basic premise of
small learning communities—that all members ofdbenmunity know each other—
since it is impossible for teachers to know evenrtames of more than 500 students
(Panel on Youth, 1973).

Small learning community practice counsels smaii¢rools of 200—-400 (Cook, 2000;
Fine, 1994). Nationally, some of the most successhall learning communities have as
few as 100 students (Ancess, 1995). This sizerganable to Coalition of Essential
Schools (Sizer, 1992) and National Associationedfdhdary School Principals (1996)
recommendations that teachers instruct approximatktudents at any one time.
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These recommended small numbers of students deoiveseemingly minimum
standards for teaching effectively: teachers ale tabget to know students’needs and
interests and to provide frequent, individualizegponses to student work.

Students remain with their team for multiple years

Small learning communities that have attained naliprominence on the basis of their
students’ success encompass the entire four yehrghoschool study (Cook, 2000;
Meier, 1995). Common to prominent high school nefenodels that have also proven
successful are small learning communities thatrekeeross at least two years of study
(http://www.drake.marin.k12.¢cd egters, Balfanz, & McPartland, 2002).

A mechanism of this success may be the cross-g@usrence and consistency of the
academic program (Newmann, Smith, Allensworth, &BR2001a,b; Wasley, et al.,
2000). Students are more likely to learn when neatennal builds on their prior
knowledge (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999). Mover, students are more
motivated to learn when teachers peg academicerigsljust ahead of students’ level of
competence (Csikszentmihalyi & Rathunde, 1993)chiees in multi-year SLCs can use
the knowledge they gain about students in one tgesinape their subsequent learning
experiences (Fine & Somerville, 1998). A secondmecsm of these successful multi-
year SLCs may be that they promote connectionsdsstwlder, more competent peer
role models and younger students, another factowsiio enhance learning (Benard,
1990; Fazio & Ural, 1995).

IN DETAIL

Research indicates that small unit organizatiorficed to just the ninth-grade level, as
in interventions designed to ease students’ triansio high school, has “positive though
modest effects on students’ academic outcomesnfQMiller, Pastor, & Cytron, 1999).
These researchers concluded that broader inteovewas required. The “Talent
Development High School” model, which combinesramigrade Success Academy with
10th- through 12th-grade career academies, emplggparate transition year unit
subdivided into smaller groupings and a speciadlgighed curriculum. Ninth-graders in
this model passed state exams in some areas aegveenoted at higher rates than
before the academy was implemented (McPartlandaBal Jordan, & Legters, 1998).

However, other research suggests that the TalerglD@ment model may not be as
effective as continuous ninth- through 12th-grag@lslearning communities (Oxley,
Croninger, & DeGroot, 2000). Researchers who costbamth-graders in a Success
Academy with those in a comparable school organizdninth- through 12th-grade
SLCs reported that Success Academy students didtikang separated from the
advanced students while ninth-graders in the nithitough 12th-grade SLCs valued
upper level students for “setting examples forytbenger ones” and “show(ing) us
around.” In addition, high teacher turnover emerge@n enduring problem in the ninth-
grade Success Academy unlike in the ninth- thrdl®th-grade SLCs where teachers
also taught students at other grade levels anddfsatisfaction in seeing students mature
into graduating seniors.
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Schools that offer themed initial ninth- throughtt@rade and advanced 11th- through
12th-grade SLCs or career pathways (Allen, 200gtérs, et al., 2002) postpone
transition to advanced SLCs until students reac¢h gdade. In these two-year SLCs,
teachers can still capitalize on knowledge of stisl&om one year to the next (instead
of having to start afresh with each new enterigglof students) and can employ upper
grade students as role models. In addition, thidehimcreases student choice and
opportunities for exploration.

It is key that students advance to upper level ShiGome kind and not to a traditionally
structured school. Failure to reorganize the ugpatles communicates that staff is not
persuaded that SLCs represent a more effective ébsuhooling, appropriate for
advanced students as well as those with specidsrseh as transition or remediation
(Allen, 2001; Ready, Lee, & LoGerfo, 2000). Mostenf under these circumstances,
lower grade SLCs also suffer from lack of full irapientation.

SLC team members instruct more than half their césad in the SLC

In the most successful learning communities, te@cimstruct all (Cook, 2000; Meier,
1995) or at least most of their classes withinrtB&IiC (ttp://www.drake.marin.k12.¢a

Teachers who divide their time between their SLE elasses outside their SLC run the
risk of shortchanging their SLC’s requirementsdollaboration. Successful small
learning communities devote regular time to stu@elvisement, curriculum planning,
and collaboration on problems of practice in additio individual teacher preparation.
At Urban Academy, a U.S. Department of EducatiomeBRibbon School of Excellence
and small learning community of just 100 studetg@achers devote one hour/week to
student advisement, two-and-a-half hours everywseks to curriculum planning, and
three hours/week to a staff meeting—a total of ntbaa five hours/week on average
(Ancess, 1995).

IN DETAIL

Practically speaking, it is difficult for teachdosdedicate this much time to a small
learning community when it is not their primary aoitment. In addition, the more
classes SLC teachers instruct outside their SL&ptbre difficult it is to schedule
common planning time for SLC teams.

SLC team shares planning time in common

Common planning time facilitates collaboration agamterdisciplinary team members.
Research frequently identifies common planning tame feature of successful teaming
and academic programs linked to positive studetdomoes (Felner, et al., 1997;
McPartland, et al., 1998; Newmann, et al., 2001aptey, 1997b). It is a nearly constant
item on short lists of SLC practices necessaryrfaintaining a focus on instructional
improvements (for exampleftp://www.nwrel.org/scpd/sslc/elements.shtml

Among successful small learning communities, compianning time comes during
shared preparation periods during the school #g:(/www.drake.marin.k12.¢aa
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single late start or early release day each weaek bbock of time during which students
leave school to do community-based service/studgi€l 1995). Common planning time
does not guarantee improved teaching and learrang¥er. Teams must devote this
time to curriculum and instruction planning andigem-solving that increase program
coherence and academic challenge
(http://www.lab.brown.edu/public/pubs/pub_index.shtNewmann, et al., 2001a, b).

Teacher team actively collaborates on curriculumstruction, and student progress

SLC teacher teams that spend common preparati@natively discussing and planning
curriculum and instruction improvements, as wellrasbleshooting student progress,
contribute to small learning communities’ effectiess (Darling-Hammond, Ancess, &
Ort, 2002; Oxley, 1997b; Wasley, et al., 2000).

Successful small learning communities do not apfmedepend on extraordinary
individuals as much as on regular collaborationr(iBg-Hammond, et al., 2002; Wasley,
et al., 2000). Collegial exchange among team mesrdmwes to broaden input and
deepen consideration of the educational problemgfice. Ancess’ (1995) description
of a problem-solving session held by staff of aceissful SLC provides a compelling
illustration of a school that learns (Senge, €t24100). Sharing ideas and observing each
other’s work provides an effective form of professl development by expanding
individual members’ teaching repertoires and satred new team members (Darling-
Hammond, et al., 2002).

IN DETAIL

Team members’ collaboration also engenders a sérsdered responsibility for their
students’ success (Wasley, et al., 2000). Teanestakgull together in the same direction
across disciplines and grades felt more efficacabscommitted to students’ ongoing
learning than teachers working in traditional sdboo

Building space is sufficient to create a home bdee SLC collaboration

Physical proximity of the SLC interdisciplinary tea classrooms is a requirement for
effective small learning community functioning.

Research repeatedly finds that physical proxingtynstrumental to key small learning
community functions. Physical proximity of teachalassrooms facilitates teacher
collaboration (Christman, Cohen, & Macpherson, 19@sley, et al., 2000), promotes
interaction among teachers and students (Ance8$, Txley, 1990), and helps to
establish a separate identity and sense of comynamong members (Raywid, 1996).

Small learning communities mayake dawith a single, large classroom or pair of
adjacent classrooms. However, teacher collaboratiohstudents’ identification with
their SLC will likely suffer. The inability to deghate more adequate space may also
reflect a lack of schoolwide commitment to SLCs #mineed to make painful
adjustments to optimize their functioning. OtheiCSlequirements are likely to be
compromised as well.
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In contrast, SLCs that provide a space where tea@rel students can interact before
and after class generate a feeling of belongingaatidar sense that teachers care about
students: “... students learn that a school can bedxtucational and personal.” (Ancess,
1995, p. 8).

IN DETAIL
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4

Rigorous, Relevant Curriculum and Instruction

|Z| Best Practices Checklist:

O Interdisciplinary curriculum
organized around topics of interest
to students and essential skills/
knowledge

O Rigorous, standards-based
curriculum

O Minimum half-day block of

instruction

O Collaboration with community
partners

O Active, authentic student inquiry

Why These Practices Are Essential

auEEENg,
) u,

PR N .
“‘t‘ 4
1 Take stock of existing practice
7 Implement plan .
"
4 2 Identify gaps!etween
- existing and desired practice
u
6 Develop plan to .
monitor implementation .
A 3 Generate an!study
. strategies to adopt
5 Devise implementation plan :'
>, -
*, 4 Developconsensus for

L 4

pL T e adopting a set of strategies

Research and exemplary SLCs demonstrate...

...authentic pedagogy involving active student ingunto real world problems with requirements

INANUTSHELL
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for in-depth study and critical evaluation of infoation is associated with higher student
achievement than traditional curriculum and instiion. SLCs with documented success are
those that have created engaging interdisciplinaurgricula through collaboration with
community-based partners and at the same time lediald high standards for student
proficiency in key discipline-based content arédse most powerful programs encompass at
least half the student’s instructional day and mibr@n one year of study. Interdisciplinary
teacher collaboration on curriculum and instructiortreases the program’s coherence and
opportunities to reinforce essential skills and wiedge across multiple contexts.
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Why These Practices Are Essential

IN DETAIL

Interdisciplinary curriculum organized around topg of interest to students and
essential skills and knowledge

A distinguishing attribute of successful small liag communities is a curriculum that
has relevance to the world outside school and patsoeaning for students.

At a minimum, courses include interdisciplinary tamt to give students opportunities to
explore topics within authentic contexts not lirditey the boundaries of academic
disciplines. Curricular themes, career interesegfers, et al., 2002; McPartland, et al.,
1998), and cross-disciplinary inquiry (Ancess, 1,99&ier, 1995) create meaningful
connections among courses. Courses integrate edled career preparation (Little,
1996) and blend classical studies with multi-cidtwontent and students’ own lives and
interests (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2002).

A critical ingredient of an interdisciplinary pragn is coherence. Cross-subject as well
as cross-grade teacher collaboration are esseatialles of program coherence
(Newmann, et al, 2001a,b; Wasley, et al., 20003eRech on learning and cognitive
development (Bransford, et al., 1999; Caine & Calr$®1) indicates that coherence and
consistency in academic programs allow studenitsctarporate new understandings into
prior knowledge and to alter prior knowledge whegeassary. Coherent programs give
students recurrent opportunities to practice arapfy knowledge and skills in new
contexts.

Rigorous, standards-based curriculum

Holding all students to high standards to insungcational equity and access to post-
secondary education and jobs is a centerpiecé ofiakent major school reform
initiatives (Legters, et al., 2002), including ttreation of small schools and small
learning communities (Fine & Somerville, 1998). Semsful small learning communities
establish standards for student proficiency that@gvith the community’s goals and
values and at the same time equal or exceed stagasds (Ancess, 1995).

In practical terms, holding high standards for &raid achievement means offering a
strong core curriculum to all students (Sizer, )99® accomplish this, staff must first
eliminate academic tracks and courses that watgn dontent
(http://www.sreb.org/programs/hstw/background/braetaspland provide support
sufficient to enable all students to access the carriculum (Weinstein, 1996).

SLC encompasses at least a half-day block of stusfenstructional day
Small schools advocates argue that students’ esdireol day must be organized within

their small learning community in order to givedkars the degree of autonomy and
flexibility they need to be responsive to studdfrise & Somerville, 1998).
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Research shows that small units that encompasshieattudent’s instructional day have
favorable effects on students’ sense of commumityacademic achievement (Felner &
Adan, 1988; Felner, et al., 1997; McMullan, SipeWslf, 1994; Oxley, 1990, 1997b). In
all cases, the half-day arrangement included ceurstur core academic disciplines.
Students in half-day units were assessed reladitfease in no unit or units organized
around only one or two classes; they were not coeapt students in all-day units.
Consequently, it is not possible to say how muobnsfer the effect of an all-day
arrangement may be.

What is clear from both research and practiceas gtudents register much less sense of
community from a two-course block such as the lagguarts/social studies blocks
frequently found in high schools (Oxley, 1990; Gxlet al., 2000). Moreover, teachers
report that splitting up the SLC block of classe®ag classes outside the community
also diminishes the small learning community’s igtpa

SLC teachers collaborate with community partners

Teachers in successful small learning communitieate collaborative relationships with
community partners. Teachers work with communitstrge's to design curricula
grounded in real-world work and service (Ances95)9Community partners enable
teachers to extend classwork into community costetated to the topics and problems
under study (Allen, 2001).

Collaboration with community partners also presepgortunities to conduct more
authentic assessment of student work by includutgide experts in the review process
(Ancess, 1995). Community partner participatioalsd vital to teachers’ reflection on
their own work and continuous program improvemdfares (Christman, et al., 1997).
Community partners can be an important source tside, yet informed, opinion about
the SLC program.

IN DETAIL

Students engage in active, authentic inquiry

Students in successful small learning communititisely explore topics, problems, and
guestions and produce authentic demonstratiortseafknowledge (Darling-Hammond,
et al., 2002; Meier, 1995; Oxley, 1997b).

SLC students play an active role in designing ardyang out academic work. They help
teachers identify problems to study, questiongsearch, books to read, and methods of
demonstrating their knowledge and understandingéas, 1995; Meier, 1995). They
work individually and collaboratively using classnversations to express and revise
their thinking. They work inside classrooms andh@ community alongside individuals
with authentic expertise in the problem area umstigdly. SLC students frequently engage
in project-based learning that requires them téecohnd critically analyze information,
defend their conclusions, and make indepth oralvenitten presentations of their

findings (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2002; Meier, 599Vasley, et al., 2000).
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Research finds that student work that involvesabis/e mode of acquiring
knowledge—authentic pedagogy—is linked to heighdestadent achievement
(Newmann, et al, 1995a,b).

IN DETAIL
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5

Inclusive Program and Practices

|Z| Best Practices Checklist:

O SLC membership is based on JUPTTLLT TN
teachers’ and students’ interest and ““‘ "‘
choice to ensure equitable access o* o _
1 Take stock of existing practice
O Teachers use time and space flexibly 7 Implement plan ‘e
)
to meet needs of all students _ !
4 2 Identify gaps between
. . . . ol isti d desired ti
O Teams tailor instruction to diverse . existing an es're‘ practice
students’ needs 6 Develop plan to .
monitor implementation .
0 Special education and ELL A 3 Generate an! study
instructors are integral members of . strategies to adopt
SLC teams 5 Devise implementation plan .
2
O Counselors are integral members of ».. 4 Developconsensus for
SLC teams T v w4 . o adopting a set of strategies
O Teams advise/mentor students
O Teams collaborate with parents

Why These Practices Are Essential

Research and exemplary SLCs demonstrate...

...students’ and teachers’ choice of their SLC orbhes of its curricular program is more likely
to create memberships in which teachers and steddrdre the same interests and goals while
the students themselves vary in social class, @thiinand history of academic achievement. SLCs
that use pedagogical style as the basis of chaicarmlom assignment to determine membership
generate less diverse student groups and lessmugspectively. Practices associated with
success in serving diverse students in SLCs in@udzteams comprising special and ELL
educators, subject-area teachers, and counseliaif; student advisement; and parent
collaboration. Teachers combine these collaboraéisr@ngements with instruction tailored to
students’ diverse needs in high-functioning SL@&spAing instruction to students’ needs
includes using the flexibility afforded by SLC angation to make multiple, varied arrangements
for learning.

INANUTSHELL
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Why These Practices Are Essential

IN DETAIL

SLC membership is based on student and teacheredts and choice

Small learning community research and practicecaigi that success depends in large
part on a self-chosen membership that shares a torant to the SLC’s unique focus or
mission (Allen, 2001; Ancess, 1995; Cook, 2000; &lei995).

Students’ ability to choose their small learningnoounity is consistent with a student-
centered approach to education. Use of randomrassigt or admissions criteria to
determine SLC membership eliminates the freedouhestis have, even in traditional
schools, to match their interests with the coutiseg take. However, traditional schools
offer choice in courses at the expense of programeience and sense of community.
SLCs can offer choice at the program level, if thet course level, and—with sufficient
flexibility—can also provide many choices withiretbrogram.

Students’ exercise of choice of SLC places a prenon informing middle school
students and their parents about high school Sbgrams. Student choice also
challenges schools to develop a set of SLC progthaigesponds to a range of students’
interests and offers equal challenge and oppoytdoitsuccess.

If school staff meets these challenges, the pamfkars to be more informed and
empowered students and potent learning communtiese members have the
opportunity to develop their interests with teashend with peers who share them. In a
study of high schools organized into small learribgimunities, researchers compared
students who chose an SLC on the basis of curnictiheme with those who were
randomly assigned to a sub-unit (Oxley, et al., B0 the two study schools whose
SLCs are organized around curriculum themes arekcanterests, entering students
generally chose SLCs different from those theit bésnds selected and got to know
students they otherwise would not have met. Indlsehtools, students developed positive
identifications with SLC teachers and peers baseshared learning interests and styles.
In the third study school with transition-year sufits to which students are randomly
assigned, students struggled to overcome theihé&gsicnegative perceptions of first-year
students and to distinguish themselves from lessusestudents.

SLCs whose curricular programs intentionally omtentionally attract lower or higher-
achieving students create tensions among SLCsomgetérm instability of small unit
organization (Oxley, 2001; Ready, et al, 2000thin study described above (Oxley,

et al., 2000), researchers also compared studesthools with SLCs organized around
curricular emphases with students in a fourth scivbose SLCs were organized around
differing pedagogical philosophies (e.g., coopgratearning). Students in SLCs
organized around pedagogy style tended to chooSt&ron the basis of friends’
choices and parents’ beliefs about the SLC’s dffeness and level of difficulty. These
SLCs became identified with relatively homogenegimips of students in terms of
ethnicity, social class, gender, and academic aspns.
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SLCs organized around curricular themes are notuneo attracting socially or
academically homogeneous groups of students. Fongbe, Wasley, et al. (2000) found
that schools-within-schools, especially those witth and science themes, tended to
attract higher achieving students than the hosiathtraditional classes.

SLC staff members’ ability to hold equally highrsards and provide students an equal
opportunity to succeed is vital. Randomly assigratglents to SLCs neither ensures
equal standards and opportunities nor engendeigritieof student motivation and
interest that curricular themes do.

Counselor works as integral member of SLC team

School counselors are assigned to particular Sh@sder to work closely with SLC
teams in responding to students’ needs. In this waynselors and teachers are more
likely to intervene with students in an informediaonsistent manner.

Staff members of successful small learning comnesinteract with students across
multiple roles and contexts: as teacher, advisodemnt admissions coordinator, and so
on (Ancess, 1995; Oxley, 1990, 1997b). In such camitires, counselors use their
individual and group process skills to help teaslmwganize student advisories, parent
conferences, and classroom groups as well as tesebatudents (Oxley, 1993).
Counselors with teacher certification may alsoheaahe SLC.

Special educators/remediation specialists work @iggral members of SLC team

IN DETAIL

Teaching specialists, including special educattaff,sare assigned to SLCs and work
closely with the teacher teams to organize and/ @t instruction and student support
(Oxley, 1993, 1997a,b).

Specialists’ integration with teacher teams re@dbe traditional school practice of
addressing students’ learning needs in separaeiadized contexts apart from
mainstream classrooms. Integrated teams—with gugjmented range of expertise—
work with inclusive classes to provide consistastriuctional interventions, to avoid
negative student labels, and to give special educatudents the same choices as other
students. These practices are consistent with carahsghool organization as well as
special education inclusion (Lipsky & Gartner, 1986d the goal of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act to meet students’ neiadbe least restrictive environment
possible.

Unfortunately, the record of small learning comntiasiinclusion of special education
students has been weak (McMullan, et al., 1994;|8yast al., 2000). Exclusion of
special education students from SLCs may seengliteln the instructional burden, but at
the same time excludes special educators with pefica expertise needed to help
content-area specialists diversify their instruttibstrategies. Yet, there is broad
consensus that use of diverse instructional stiegdwlds a key to educational
effectiveness (Legters, et al., 2002).
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Teams make innovative flexible use of time/spacen@et needs of all students

Teachers respond flexibly to student learning nee@sirt by taking full advantage of
blocks of instructional time and physical spacernganize instruction in accordance with
those needs (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2002; Ker&pterlihy, 2004; McPartland, et
al., 1998; Oxley, 1997b; Ratzki & Fisher, 1990).

Traditional schools typically require students wWaibto master the curriculum in the
allotted time to repeat failed classes and gradesudicipate in separate remedial courses
or programs. SLC structure gives teachers grelaebility to tailor instruction to the
interests and needs of a heterogeneous groupdsrgtl Successful SLCs adjust
instructional time on an ongoing basis. SLC teareate double as well as single periods
of instruction during the week; teach extra periotisistruction in core courses to fewer
classes of students by fully integrating an elecinto the core program; and gather up
minutes that are allocated but not needed for pgdstween adjacent classrooms and
use them to lengthen advisory or other classese{Q2997a, b). They create advisory
periods of varying lengths of time during the weekl arrange for students to carry out
community service to create teacher planning tiktei€r, 1995). Interdisciplinary teams
double instruction time in English and math penmgtstudents to complete Algebra 1 by
the end of ¥ grade even if they spent the first half of thenjiaePre-Algebra (Kemple &
Herlihy, 2004).

IN DETAIL

Instruction is tailored to diverse students’ needs

Teachers group students for specialized instruetidimn the team and diversify learning
activities to increase routes to mastery (Legetrs)., 2002; McPartland, et al., 1998;
Oxley, 1997a, b). SLC teams design and providestipport needed. A special education
teacher assigned to a SLC team collaborates withdontent teachers to differentiate
instruction for groups that include students wherast passing tests and those who
require more challenging assignments. The spediataor teams with a content teacher
within his/her classroom or divides the entire gradi students into five smaller classes
for instruction (Oxley 1997b). Teams develop miétimeans for students to demonstrate
equal standards of proficiency (Ancess, 1995)sulm, SLC teams take responsibility for
meeting all their students’ needs rather than &igients to teachers without knowledge
of these students or ability to provide coherema@ontinuity of instruction (Wasley, et
al., 2000).

Teachers advise/mentor students

Staff members of successful SLCs meet regularliy small groups of advisees to
monitor and troubleshoot their academic progresgéAs, 1995; Darling-Hammond,
et al., 2002; Oxley, 1997b; McPartland, et al.,&)99

Each SLC teacher advises and mentors a small grfostpdents on a regular, ongoing

basis as a means to further personalize teachohépaming (Legters, et al., 2002).
Advisories with teacher/student ratios that ramgenf1:25 to 1:10 meet once a day to
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once a week. Teachers discuss personal as wealhdemic issues of concern to students
(e.g., rules, graduation requirements, difficulsasdents are having) and contact parents
as needed.

Teachers collaborate with parents

The small learning community conception of teackang learning rests on the view that
optimal teaching occurs in a context in which teashstudents, and parents know each
other and share a commitment to the school’s paatienission (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988;
Oxley, 1994b). The broad base of collaboratione®te expand teachers’ knowledge of
students’ learning needs and the means to inctkasmnsistency of students’
educational experiences. Parent collaboration allimvmore consistent communication
of expectations and strategies for learning, wisdkey to program coherence and
increased student achievement (Newmann, et all&bp

IN DETAIL

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice 30



6

SLC-Based Continuous Program Improvement

|Z| Best Practices Checklist:

O Teams reflect on practice and
engage in continuous program
improvement

O Teams use a variety of student

data to reflect on practice

O Teams use input from
stakeholders and other critical
friends to reflect on practice

O Teams set and pursue
professional development goals
that match SLC improvement
needs

Why These Practices Are Essential

INANUTSHELL

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice

EEN
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““‘ 4
1 Take stock of existing practice
7 Implement plan .
“
4 2 Identify gaps!etween
- existing and desired practice
J
6 Develop plan to )
monitor implementation .
A 3 Generate anXstudy
. strategies to adopt
5 Devise implementation plan :'
>, »
*, 4 Developconsensus for

¢ . adopting a set of strategies

L 4
a
"saman

Research and exemplary SLCs demonstrate...

...SLCs operate most effectively when teachers voldaaning teams: they ask questions about
the adequacy of their practice; gather and analydermation designed to answer their

guestions, and make decisions about how to mduhfy practice with input from students,
stakeholders, and knowledgeable colleagues. Legraiams also develop their own professional
development plans and as a result are better abbpply their training to program needs.
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Why These Practices Are Essential

IN DETAIL

Teams reflect on practice and engage in continuoogrovement with stakeholders
and other critical friends

Research indicates that small learning communiti#sealize their promise only if SLC
teams engage in a continuous process of improve(@amistman & Macpherson, 1996;
Oxley, 2001).

Full implementation of small learning communitiess-veell as ongoing efforts to deepen
practice—requires regular team reflection on pcagctincluding analysis of students’
work and perceptions of the program. Building-lesxehmination of student outcomes
may complement SLC teams’ reflection on their pcacbut cannot replace it.

SLC teachers, who embody a spirit of inquiry anchdestrate an interest in learning,
help to establish a modus operandi for the entirerounity (Senge, et al., 2000).

Teams use a variety of student data to reflect oagbice

School staff members’ experience suggests thatietyaf data is helpful to reflecting

on practice. Students’ work, grades, and standeddizst scores are key pieces of data to
examine. Teams may also need to find out what stedio after they graduate, what
educational opportunities they are able to purand,what course levels they are able to
take. This becomes practicable when SLC teachershair partners assemble a simple
telephone survey and call graduates to see whattieedoing. The information they
gather will tell them if students’ level of masteyithe SLC curriculum was adequate to
gain them admission to higher education or joningj opportunities and to avoid
remedial coursework.

Teams may also find it important to gather inforimaion incoming students’
backgrounds to determine if the SLC program succ@edttracting a diverse group of
students. Students’ ethnicity and socioeconomitistare often apparent to teachers, but
systematic examination of such data may revea¢petthat teachers did not detect
informally. Persistent trends in admitting studenen lower or higher income levels
may indicate the need to review how informationutibe SLC is conveyed to students
and parents, as well as how students and parep¢sierce the program once in it.

Teams use input from stakeholders and other critif@ends to reflect on practice

When considering ways to improve practice, teacbansbenefit from students’ routine
involvement in identifying problems and weaknesaas possible solutions (Ancess,
1995). Improving practice also requires consideratif the perceptions of parents,
administrators, and other teachers whose outsidp@etive can broaden that of SLC
teachers (Oxley, 1997b). In order to involve stakkéérs in a meaningful way, SLC
teachers must provide them with adequate informatepecially access to classrooms
and student work. Research organizations suchgasnad educational laboratories and
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universities can also help teams develop practicelent data collection and analysis
routines they can use on an ongoing basis (Chris&nlslacpherson, 1996).

Teams set and pursue professional development gtielsmatch SLC improvement
needs

SLC teams identify and develop professional devalam opportunities that help them
pursue their mission and specific improvement g@@lsistman & Macpherson, 1996;
Darling-Hammond, et al., 2002; Wasley, et al., 2000

SLC teams avail themselves of both external aretnial professional development, but to
a large extent arrange for exchanges among coksaguenhance professional skills
(Darling-Hammond, et al., 2002). What is distinetin either case is SLC teachers’ own
identification of the particular kind of professardevelopment they need. As a result,
SLC teachers have a better grasp than traditieaahters do of how the professional
development fits with their goals and plans and tiosy will put new knowledge and

skill to use (Wasley, et al., 2000).

IN DETAIL
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Building and District Support for SLCs

O Buildingwide improvement goals
align with SLC needs

O Academic area goals align with SLC
needs

O Building-level provisions for
professional development meet SLC
needs

O Class scheduling and staffing are
adjusted to strengthen SLC
programs

O Academic track/alternative program
changes are made to increase choice|
and challenge across all programs

O Building-level policies are enacted to
strengthen SLC self-governance

Best Practices Checklist for Building-level Support

EEN
guns®® R,
. L 4
® L 4

“‘t‘ 4
1 Take stock of existing practice
7 Implement plan .
.
4 2 Identify gaps!etween
- existing and desired practice
L
6 Develop plan to .
monitor implementation .
A 3 Generate an!study
. strategies to adopt
5 Devise implementation plan :'
‘0
k, 4 Developconsensus for

L4

LT T adopting a set of strategies

Research and exemplary SLCs demonstrate...

...SLCs that have the most success with their stsideatnot add-ons to the existing school

organization. They are the fundamental buildingckkof school organization and the center of
school activities. Restructuring schools in thisnmer depends on aligning policies and practices
across all organizational units. Schools’ improvernglans—including their provisions for

INANUTSHELL

professional development—serve the goals and dgsodf SLC programs. Academic areas
operate to advance SLC program development.

Successful SLCs also depend on the adoption oprieeiples of organizing and governing staff
and students at the building level. Most centrainctions and resources, including staff, are
shifted to SLCs to empower teacher cadres witmekte knowledge of students to respond
effectively to students’ learning needs. Admintstimand content-area leaders participate
directly in as well as provide necessary formsugfort for SLCs. SLC program needs drive

class scheduling. Staff restructures or eliminaedsk and honors programs so that student
achievement level is not a de facto determina®l@® membership, and high standards are a

feature of all programs.

SLC: Implementing and Deepening Practice
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Why These Practices Are Essential

IN DETAIL

Buildingwide improvement goals align with SLC needs

The school’s improvement process and goals musbbsistent with SLCs’ practices and
needs for improvement.

Numerous, unrelated school goals and reforms ddtau full and faithful
implementation of any one promising reform (CohE395). Frequently reforms,
including SLCs, do not advance beyond an initiagjstof implementation before a new
reform initiative emerges and fragments existirfgnma efforts. School improvement
efforts that encompass sustained coherent stratagegemore likely to promote successful
student outcomes (Newmann, et al., 2001a,b).

Academic department goals align with SLC needs

Academic department goals must support SLCs’ irgenglinary teamwork. The
emphasis of instructional leadership must be tomeocodate interdisciplinary needs and
approaches to teaching (McMullan, 1994; Ratzki &eir, 1990).

Cross-disciplinary teams may operate in tandem avitiss-SLC academic discipline-
based teams. Both serve important ends. Acadesegtine-based planning helps to
ensure that interdisciplinary programs incorponatgortant discipline-based knowledge
and skills and are aligned with content standdteperts in curriculum integration (e.g.,
project-based learning) do not see academic disegphs detractors, but rather as the
wells from which interdisciplinary programs drawligh, 2001; Beane, 1995).

Practically speaking, however, the operation oh&#litC and academic discipline-based
teams can create competition for reform prioriad available planning time

(McMullan, 1994; Oxley, 2001). SLC teams combinecteers from academic
departments whose preferred pedagogical approachgsliffer, and their efforts to
develop authentic curricula often lead them to avifrom pacing and content of
standardized discipline-based curricula. SLC tearug’iculum development work also
requires large blocks of time while planning timashalso be allocated to departments
and schoolwide staff meetings. How instructionabliers resolve these conflicts says a
lot about the school’'s commitment to small learmsogimunity/student-centered practice
and ultimately decides the success of SLC impleatimt.

Building-level provisions for staff planning/devemment meet SLC needs

Building-level provisions for professional develogmi should reflect a sustained
commitment to building capacity and consensus anteachers, parents, and
administrators for implementing SLC essential pcast (Christman & Macpherson,
1996; Wasley, et al., 2000).
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Different school improvement initiatives tend tauvel along different channels, involve
different groups of people, and have weak linkiexher practice (Cohen, 1995).
Professional development is needed as a tool taeceecoherent framework for school
reform activities. Professional development shdogldlesigned to help teachers
strengthen connections among their efforts to agwelore engaging and authentic
curricula, raise standards for student performaaid,build community—in short, it
should carry out a coherent vision of SLC prac{Christman & Macpherson, 1996).

Class scheduling and staffing are adjusted to sigémen SLC programs

In schools with successful small learning commesitchanges in class scheduling and
staffing were made to allow SLC teams to implemenovative curriculum and
instruction programs (Ancess, 1995, 2003; Darlirgrtthond, 2001; Darling-Hammond,
et al., 2002; Oxley 1990, 1997b; Ratzki & Fish€¥9Q). These programs use a variety of
strategies to reduce the number of students thatdenstruct and to extend the amount
of instructional time they have with students. gased instructional time with fewer
students allows teams to be more responsive toithdil student’s needs and to pursue
community and project-based learning requiringedsfpcks of time.

Shifts in building-level staffing and class schaadglto reduce student/teacher ratios and
increase instructional time include allotting mamn-instructional staff time to teaching
(Gambone & Associates, 2002; Miles & Darling-Hammph997), folding separate
remedial programs into core subject-area instradidiles & Darling-Hammond, 1997,
Oxley, 1990, 1997b), creating more planning timetéachers (Ancess, 1995; Gambone
& Associates, 2002; Meier, 1995; Oxley, 1997b) arehting a 4x4 extended-period
block schedule (Gambone & Associates, 2002).

IN DETAIL

Staffs of schools qualifying for schoolwide Titléuinds folded separate reading classes
into regular core subject-area classes. They aisigred reading specialists to SLC
teams to help organize reading-across-the-curmeuéis well as teach core subjects
(Oxley, 1990, 1993). The reading classes with redudass size were transformed into
an extra period of instruction per week in eactheffour core content areas. Instead of
the usual practice of teaching five classes ofesitalfive periods each for a total of 25
periods per week, team members taught four cldeséise same number of periods of
instruction. In this way, teams reduced the nuntbstudents with which they worked
from 150 to 120 and increased the amount of instmal time they had with each class.

In a school without federal funding, SLC team meralého implemented project-based
learning were given a project period to teachdn bf a sixth class of students (Oxley, 2002).
They used the period to extend instructional timéheir core subject to pursue projects.
Since each SLC teacher taught one less core salgctlass, administrators augmented
staffing in these areas through reclaiming sonférsiembers’ non-instructional time.

In another transformed school, teachers in onelsolabol work exclusively with 100

students. Each staff member carries out studemseament and admission as well as
teaching to minimize the student-teacher ratio @ss¢ 1995; Raywid, 1994).
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Dual certification, which some U.S. teachers ah@&alrman teachers have, is another
means of allowing teachers to teach the same swdeross courses to reduce the
overall number of students they teach. In Germanrs#ary schools, including those that
have been restructured into learning communitiash éeacher instructs 90 students
(Ratzki & Fisher, 1990).

Academic track/alternative program changes are madencrease student choice and
academic challenge across all programs and SLCs

Schools that organize small learning communitisaitianeously revamp dropout
programs and academic tracks in order to make stut®ice and academic challenge
actual viable SLC educational strategies (Fine &n8ville, 1998; Oxley, 1994a,
1997hb).

To the extent that small learning communities cstewith dropout and tracked
programs, they become a de facto track. Studeatenis, and teachers look to higher
academic track courses for academic challengagimodt programs for remediation and
socialization, and to small learning communitiessomething in between. Students’
history of academic achievement drives programashmather than substantive curricular
interests. It is difficult for teachers and studealike to pursue high academic standards
where programs imply judgments of student abiMie(nstein, 1996).

Research shows that academic tracks are assowidleassignment of disproportionate
numbers of white, middle-class students to higtearkis and ethnic minority, lower-class
students to lower tracks (Oakes, 1985, 1995). Sh@soperate as de facto tracks
replicate these social class disparities (Readsl, €2000) as well as the inadequacies of
remedial programs (Grannis, 1991; Wong & Wang, 198énsequently, dropout
programs and tracked courses must also offer stuti@ice and distinctive substantive
program offerings.

IN DETAIL

The necessity of school level detracking does wietout the practice of grouping
studentswithin SLCs on an ad hoc and fluid basis. Several SLCefsatteate
opportunities for remediation within the SLC’s dlee offerings (McPartland, et al.,
1998; Oxley 1993). For example, tutorial and inaesnt study periods can be linked to
core courses to provide additional support.

Building-level policies are enacted to strengthenilding and SLC self-governance

A distinctive feature of successful small learnazgnmunities is SLC teams’
representation and active participation in buildiegel decisionmaking bodies (Cook,
2000; Oxley, 2001; Ratzki & Fisher, 1990).

Governance councils in schools with small learrdaghnmunities make SLC
representation commensurate with SLCs’ statuseamtgjor unit of building
organization. These councils may contain repretigataof additional groups, including
special education and academic disciplines.
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IN DETAIL

Administrators assume supervisory and teachingol&LCs in addition to carrying out
building-level administrative tasks. In schoolstthave successfully implemented small
learning communities on a schoolwide basis, thecgal facilitates a shared decision
making process and serves as an integral memlaer 8SL.C team (Cook, 2000; Ratzki &
Fisher, 1990).

Assignment of administrators to SLCs is consistattt the idea that SLC staff members
are better positioned than centralized staff tpaad to their students’ needs. They have
more knowledge of their students, easier acceslscam make consistent interventions
across their students’ classes. To the extenSh@tteams look out for their students’
needs, including discipline, they free up centedistaff to take on instructional
leadership and teaching roles within SLCs. Admiaistrs’ participation in SLCs reduces
student-teacher ratios and increases the diveakdgademic expertise and support
available to students within their SLC. In a largense, administrator participation in
SLCs leverages the transformation of traditionabst structures that compete with
small learning communities in the areas of decisiaking and resource allocation
(Oxley, 2001).

District-level Support for SLCs - Emerging Pradices:

INANUTSHELL

District standardizes policies needed to support ST practice
Policies strengthen SLC self-governance

District negotiates teachers’ union contract
provisions to meet SLC staffing needs

Provisions for professionaldevelopment increase
SLC teams’ capacity for instructional innovaion

District staffing and budgeting practices give schals flexibility
in allocating resources to meet SLC needs

Studies of restructuring districts suggest...

...districts can play a supportive role in SLC depetent and institutionalization when they
standardize policies that support SLC developmerdss all schools, negotiate teachers’ union
contracts that enable SLC staff members to hirehtegs needed to maintain program integrity,
and shift authority to schools while holding thect@untable for meeting academic standards.
Increased school authority must be accompanieahéngased flexibility in how school staff
allocates resources including staff positions. Hinadistricts can support SLCs’ instructional
innovation through professional development thabgmizes the centrality of SLC team
collaboration and resources needed for it, e.ganping time, student data system that
disaggregates data by SLC.

District standardizes policies needed to suppdrCperation
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Reviewing and modifying district policies to inase support for SLC development
appear to offer greater advantages over granbtigypwaivers (Darling-Hammond et
al., 2002; Raywid & Schmerler, 2003; Rizzo, 20@istricts will sometimes grant
schools waivers from standard policies to enatal ® pursue key, innovative small
learning community practices. School schedulesgbanmit regular late starts for team
planning or curricula that integrate content ofitiple subject areas are examples of
practices that have been impossible or difficufpirsue without exceptions to district
policies. But waivers are readily rescinded oow#d to lapse under new leadership.
They may also create tensions among schools apgratder unequal policies. Perhaps
most important, policy by waiver communicates tiegfular policies are adequate for
most schools rather than being unresponsive & kmhool needs or, worse,
inconsistent with new empirically-based knowledgesuch a policy environment,
school staff members are less likely to persistameloping innovative practices that
become optimally effective and sustainable.

District policies strengthen building-level self-gernance

The general shift of decision-making authority frdmstrict to school and from school to
teachers to increase their influence over scholidyand practice is a key feature of
successfully restructured schools (Newmann & Wehla§95; Rizzo, 2000).
Deregulation that provides autonomy for schoolgusue their vision of high
intellectual standards including the authority e tstaff consistent with the school’s
vision contributes to the capacity of school stafivork well as a unit. Staffs of such
schools were able to form strong professional comtias capable of offering authentic
pedagogy and promoting student achievement.

IN DETAIL

School autonomy in allocating resources, determitire curricular and instructional
program, and scheduling the school day and yeaelisas autonomy in staff hiring
appear to be vital to small learning community tioring (AIR & SRI, 2004). These
autonomies of practice go against the grain otritional, top-down approach to
educational management which emphasizes schoatgdl@nce with district directives
and allocates considerable resources to oversagjierrthan to the empowerment of
school-level professionals.

District and teachers’ union negotiate contract prisions for meeting SLCs’ staffing
needs

SLCs’ unique program identities and offerings aeesgiecial staffing demands and, in
turn, a need for policies to fill them (Darling-Hemond et al., 2002; Raywid &
Schmerler, 2003). In many districts, teacher hitimaf is based on seniority has proven a
barrier to staffing SLCs with teachers needed toyaaut the SLC’s particular program.

A teacher with special SLC qualifications such aalcertification, ability to teach two
particular levels of math, or interest in progrdrarhes can make or break an SLC’s
program. Districts such as New York City point thay to more flexible policies. The
New York City Board of Education negotiated a teashunion contract that allows
schools to suspend seniority with 50 percent agee¢iof staff. The effect was to give
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staff flexibility in teacher hiring without jettisong considerations for seniority
altogether. Ultimately, the teachers’ union supga peer selection process in which
SLC staff members interview and select staff.

District provisions for professional developmentiease SLC teams’ capacity for
instructional innovation

District support for SLCs, particularly instructarinnovation is most effective when it
takes the form of a professional development giyatieat strengthens the effectiveness
of collaboration among SLC team members (Supovih&istman, 2005). Such a
strategy legitimizes SLC leadership, creates oppdres for SLC teachers to meet as a
team, and helps teams secure professional devehdpgai@red to their needs.

An effective district professional development &gy further builds SLC teams’
capacity to improve their practice by helping teateselop data on their students’
achievement. At a minimum, districts support teaex@mination of their practice in
relation to student outcomes by disaggregatingdelevel student data by SLCs and
making these data available on a timely basis (&I8RI, 2004; Supovitz & Christman,
2005).

District staffing and budgeting practices give sdis flexibility in allocating resources
to meet SLC needs

Several districts altered their school staffing &ntting methods to give school staffs
more flexibility in allocating resources to suppmniovative SLC practices. For example,
some districts adopted student-based budgetingwaiiots a given amount of dollars
per pupil plus extra funds for students with spenéeds. This method contrasts with
allocating staff positions to schools and deterngrieacher salaries on the basis of
average teacher salaries which disadvantages schiblinexperienced teachers. Other
districts continue to assign staff positions tocgdh but allow salaries for positions to be
converted into other positions. For example, sad@gicated to an administrator position
could be used instead to hire two lower level qtalen, L. & Steinberg, A., 2004).

IN DETAIL

Ability to allocate resources in accordance with prarticular needs of small learning
communities appears crucial to realizing their pdtential (Miles, K. & Darling-
Hammond, L., 1997). Just as existing patterns sduece allocation have evolved to
support comprehensive school organization -largebers of specialized staff, course,
and tracks- so resources need to be realloca®gpfmort small learning community
practices -lower student/staff ratios, more indtamal time devoted to the core
curriculum, and greater integration of special sg@edtruction with regular instruction.
This appears to be as true at the district levelt éise building level.
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